
JACK RUBY WAS SOT EITHER AN INFORMANT FOR THE FBI 

Synopsis* Jack Suoy was contacted by the Dallr.s FBI eipht tiir.es i n icco h « 

^°^ UOn *, WaS r *» ld ‘ - d «*« -ot, to SS^diftal? L” an 

Corals sic- J£h dftsif 1#33 *£"* 6nthu * 1,stlc a; ” ut Providing the Warren 

-J" dcUils ana other records mentioning Huby before November 24, 

7 3. .his ««no sunr.iri 2 es Ue correspondence I have on this matter. 


to th*°Cal a ^^«f r:!t c ° ll ' 3ctlon investigative reports submitted oy the F3I 
*-ne Compulsion, contains various items mentioning Ruby before the assess- 

i^r-e^ rw n ^! St "f t0 c 9 ?? (PPl 155 ‘ 159) - Thio information is prefaced only 
kno— as »-C ** ! f following is information concerning JACK lit BY, also 

. :“ ! n3teln- °2 F® b «™«y 25, 1964, Rankin wrote Hoover, noting 
r„r * P 1 f “: ns ® !la S°s 3u §r°sts the existence of a file containing 
formation aconl oacx 1. Ruby collocted by your Bureau prior to November 22. 

hive ’berm Z' * r ? P ° rt f ^ .^""ation relating to Huby which may 

nave oein ir. >o,ir possession prior to November 22, 1963/' 

cn date;i p>kri;ary ’7. Hoover advised that the information in 

-e'o-anco- tc u • r Ufih “ =0arch 0f 411 mes in th8 041180 orn ^ wherein 
i appeared. All ava ilable information concerning Jack 

! ?? th '’ “ al - la - ! lilos is set forth in the report." (Bsphasis added.) 
Men '!’ a ” KJn w T oU i'oovor again, pointing out that the request had not 

Mcorks‘'cr“* d t °^ PPxJ ’ - n - y to tho Mias files. He asked for copies of all 
ocorcs of interviews o; r.uby, or of porsons mentioning Huby. 

noover s reply, dated April 7 (CD 732, with attachments), provided more 
in^hi bir t * n / ™f s C0 U ’ but no lew itoms. four of those items are 
(CB \ 1761 ' 1693 ' 1?6Hh Ao «" be seen thor“ the 

*£Sl* I^rsr- 2 sss 

LYta^^ 

t0 "Attain this information in tho same 
confidence t,*at at was initially furnished." This seems like a rather odd 
procedure -^ ^qyest. (incidentally, no part of CD 732 is now withheld.) 

Mne of the ten items are of no particular intorost to me. The exception 
obtMo-fl 15 Pr ”° nUd , ln CD 4 - follow,. "The foUowing dlscrl^on was 
is T° ^ er T loW -" ]n CD y 32. the identical description 

by informatively, as follows, "Jack 1. Huby was contacted 

c— , rl9 i; ?• nym on ;:arch 11. 1959, at which time the following 
,;a ' k 1 ",,v a l :y was obtained through observation of the Agent and 
1“ *. *° Additional information was furnished by Ruby.” 

“tS^t^nT :^^? 1 r ° UOWS iS lnf0ra ' lti0n 1 ™ tad ’ apparonUy 

In n °!- iJ,dicat<, a °'*“ of bhs description of Ruby, 

contio^rf h y ?* 1 ? U r r Z u‘*‘ OOV ?f Wrote 1 ** For ^ our information, Ruby was 

oos t'oe as ^ n- ; °i “l 11 ** ° ffic0 0n ,;arch 11 • 1959 ' ^ view of his 
a Vnt' ; operator who night havo knowledge of the criminal 

W 7 advl =“ i of *•*>• bureau's jurisdiction in criminal 
iW T willingness to furnish information along these 

Z~> r\ V O V^r^ ly con, - ac *- ed on sight occasions oelwoen -arch 11, 1959, 
■J?™*-* ,} 9 '’ 5, h “ tM - r ernl;.hed no information whatever and further contacts 

anv t? 1 f discontinued. Ruby was never pain any money, and he was never at 
any tlmo .an informant of this Bureau. " 


•v . . 


«r iuf nW ?, S of March 3 did not ask for any substantial clarification 

of inis rather startling revelation. Hoover's letter of April 7 reputed in 
essence the above-quotod paragraph, with some expansion! "He was subsequently 
contacted by an A^ant on April 28, June 5. and 18, July 7 and 21, August 6 a:,d 
^7* and i . Cctobcr . 2, . 1959 •••• Iheso contacts were rocorced only by date alom* 
with notations indicating Ruby had not furnished any inform tion. Thoro is 
no information recorded that was furnished by Huby in connection with any of 
these contacts. Ruby was never paid any money and ho was nevor, at any time, 
an informant of this bureau." J ' 

Some obvious questions present thonsolves. Why, specifically, was Hubv 
contacted at that time? (One possible clue is that the "description" of Ruby 
obtained on the first visit includes that fact that Ruby was an associate of 
James Robert Todd, described as a "known Dallas area criminal.") Is it customary 
torn cord a physics] description of such informants? if Ruby provided no 
^Aorr.ati^wha ever why was ho repeatedly contacted? Even if ho was not 
paid in casn, did Ruby at that timo have any reason to cook other forms of 
compensation? rlignt thero be any significance to the fact thnt the Fax's 
contacts with Huby bracketed hi r. September, 1959, trip to Cuba (,vR 370, J02)? i 
t ^ t ’ v Hoovor ted not give the Commission photocopies of tho 
r J“ erorJo » w^ich presumably included files numbers and other such 

useful lnfoimiation. Why did the Commission show no great interest - or have 1 
? R * d 8 T^IJ X ^ n0t aWar ° of a,V subroquont interest by the 
° r CD / 32 Vf S rec<jived * I have not checked tho relevant 
Arcnives *ixes or made a tnorough chock of the 26 volumes.) 


Raul L. Hoch 
January 8, I969 

(Copies of the documents citsd ere sveileble from me. >1 y interest in this metier 
vm initiates when Hu-old tfaisborg sent me a copy of Hoover’s letter to Rankin 

Sohocnoi^and/or Sfvj£f WS di8C0V9red ^ tha Arc;livas by « 


To fill out tl»a pace, here is an excorpt from tho nonexistent transcript of 
a session wmen the Commission did not hold on June 31, 1964 j 

an info^ V ^’_Js\^„? BV ° r Pal< ‘ ‘" y ^ * nd h ° naver ’ at 
The CGMrJSSIOii (in unison), irtiat, never? 

Kr. HC0V2H. No, nevor. 

The STAFF (in unison). What, never? 

Nr. HuOVER. Well, hardly ever. 


